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（John Worthington, 1618-71）によって編集・出版された遺稿集の『講話選集』（Select 
Discourses, London, 1660）からうかがい知られる。その中に10篇の講話が収録されてい











『ピュトクレス宛書簡』（Epistula ad Pythoclem）、『メノイケウス宛書簡』（Epistula ad 
東洋英和女学院大学『人文・社会科学論集』







rerum natura）、キケローの『善と悪の究極について』（De finibus bonorum et malorum）、 
『神々の本性について』（De natura deorum）、『トゥスクルム荘対談集』（Tusculanae 
disputationes）、プルタルコスの『迷信について』（De superstitione）、『エピクロスに従っ












る短い講話』（A Short Discourse on Superstition）2）であり、スミスの論点は以下のとおり
である。すなわち、迷信とはギリシア人のいうδεισιδαινονίαに相当し、キケローによって
しばしばsuperstitioと訳されたものである。その意味は「過度に臆病で恐怖に満ちた神理解」






















いった原子論者を引き合いに出した。これに対して、1645年、A. ロス（Alexander Ross） 
は、その著The Philosophical Touchstoneにおいて、オヴァートンを「エピクロスの豚小
屋出の豚」とののしり、翌年、J. バチラー（John Bachiler）は、その著The Soules Own 
Evidence, for its Own Immortalityにおいて、「無神論者たち、エピクロス派の者たち等」
を論難した。スミスがA Short Discourse on AtheismおよびA Discourse Demonstrating 








いないと考える」（Superstition could be well content there were no God to trouble or 


























彼は、ストア派が説く「あまりにも労苦に満ちている神」（curiosum et plenum negotii 
deum）14）しか理解できない人びとの中にある、宗教的熱情を冷却しようとする。そしてその 
ような宗教を、「それに染まったものは片時も平穏でいることができない迷信」（Superstitio, 
















Humana ante oculos foede cum vita iaceret
in terris oppressa gravi sub religione,
quae caput a caeli regionibus ostendebat
horribili super aspectu mortalibus instans,
primum Graius homo mortalis tollere contra
est oculos ausus primusque obsistere contra;
quem neque fama deum nec fulmina nec minitanti










quare religio pedibus subiecta vicissim











quippe ita formido mortalis continet omnis,
quod multa in terris fieri caeloque tuentur,
quorum operum causas nulla ratione videre






primum quod magnis doceo de rebus et artis

































cum in rerum natura duo quaerenda sint, unum, quae materia sit, ex qua quaeque 
res efficiatur, alterum, quae vis sit, quae quidque efficiat, de materia disseruerunt, 
































if there be a motus declinationis joined with this motion of gravity, (which was 
one of the κυρίαι δόξαι of Epicurus, not borrowed from Democritus) then why 
should not all tend the same way? and so all those motions, generations, and 

















Illud in his quoque te rebus cognoscere avemus,
corpora cum deorsum rectum per inane feruntur
ponderibus propriis, incerto tempore ferme
incertisque locis spatio depellere paulum,
tantum quod momen mutatum dicere possis.
quod nisi declinare solerent, omnia deorsum
imbris uti guttae caderent per inane profundum
nec foret offensus natus nec plaga creata





































































































apparet divum numen sedesque quietae,
quas neque concutiunt venti nec nubila nimbis
aspergunt neque nix acri concreta pruina
cana cadens violat semper[que] innubilus aether
integit et large diffuso lumine ridet:
omnia suppeditat porro natura neque ulla






















いはずなのである。スミスは、人類には例外なく「生得的な神感覚」（a natural sense of 
God）が備わっていると考え、ストア派の「最初の衝動」（πρώτη ὁρμή）の概念58）をもじり、





atque animae claranda meis iam versibus esse
et metus ille foras praeceps Acheruntis agendus,
funditus humanam qui vitam turbat ab imo











Nunc quae causa deum per magnas numina gentis
pervulgarit et ararum compleverit urbis
suscipiendaque curarit sollemnia sacra,
quae nunc in magnis florent sacra rebus locisque,
unde etiam nunc est mortalibus insitus horror,
qui delubra deum nova toto suscitat orbi
terrarum et festis cogit celebrare diebus,

























Δεῖ μὲν γὰρ ἀμέλει τῆς περὶ θεῶν δόξης ὥσπερ ὄψεως λήμην ἀφαιρεῖν τὴν 
δεισιδαιμονίαν· εἰ δὲ τοῦτ’ ἀδύνατον, μὴ συνεκκόπτειν μηδὲ τυφλοῦν τὴν πίστιν, ἣν 











ながら、「無神論はそれ自体、きわめて下劣・不快なものである」（atheism itself is a most 
ignoble and uncomfortable thing）という63）。そしてプルタルコスの『エピクロスに従っ
ては、快く生きることは不可能であること』を引き合いに出す。この書物は、エピクロスの
愛弟子コロテスの『他の哲学者たちの教説に従っては、生きることは不可能である』（Ὅ τι 
κατὰ τὰ τῶν ἄλλων φιλοσόφων δόγματα οὐδὲ ζῆν ἔστιν）という書物に対する論駁として
書かれたものである。スミスは、プルタルコスがエピクロス派の快楽論を揶揄する箇所に便
乗して、彼らは、あらゆる真の善は「胃袋と、肉体の諸通路について」（about the belly, and 
all the pores and passages of the body）64） 精通しているかのように考えたという。また彼
らによると、真の幸福は「人間をそっくりそのまま肉体であるとすること」（σαρκοποιεῖν 
τὸν ἄνθρωπον ὅλον）65）か、あるいは「身体の快楽で心を豚のように太らせること」（τὴν 
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What is all that happiness that ariseth from these bodily pleasures to any one that 




is nothing else but a dehonestamentum humani generis, that casts as great a scorn 





































Οὐκ ἦν τι καθ᾽  ἑαυτὸ δικαιοσύνη, ἀλλ᾽ ἐν ταῖς μετ᾽ ἀλλήλων συστροφαῖς καθ᾽ 



















Ὁ γενναῖος περὶ σοφίαν καὶ φιλίαν μάλιστα γίγνεται, ὧν τὸ μέν ἐστι θνητὸν ἀγαθόν, 













Οὔθ’ ὁ τὴν χρείαν ἐπιζητῶν διὰ παντὸς φίλος, οὔθ᾽ ὁ μηδέποτε συνάπτων· ὁ μὲν γὰρ 


















Οὐκ ἔστιν ἡδέως ζῆν ἄνευ τοῦ φρονίμως καὶ καλῶς καὶ δικαίως «οὐδὲ φρονίμως καὶ 
20








Οὐ νέος μακαριστὸς ἀλλὰ γέρων βεβιωκὼς καλῶς· ὁ γὰρ νέος ἀκμῇ πολὺς ὑπὸ τῆς 
τύχης ἑτεροφρονῶν πλάζεται· ὁ δὲ γέρων καθάπερ ἐν λιμένι τῷ γήρᾳ καθώρμικεν, τὰ 





Σαρκὸς φωνὴ τὸ μὴ πεινῆν, τὸ μὴ διψῆν, τὸ μὴ ῥιγοῦν· ταῦτα γὰρ ἔχων τις καὶ 




βρυάζω τῷ κατὰ τὸ σωμάτιον ἡδεῖ, ὕδατι καὶ ἄρτῳ χρώμενος, καὶ προσπτύω ταῖς ἐκ 









Μηδέν σοι ἐν βίῳ πραχθείη ὃ φόβον παρέξει σοι εἰ γνωσθήσεται τῷ πλησίον. 
もし隣人に知られたならば、君を怖がらせるでもあるようなことを、君は、一生にひと
つでも、おこなうべきではない95）。
Οὐ λύει τὴν τῆς ψυχῆς ταραχὴν οὐδὲ τὴν ἀξιόλογον ἀπογεννᾷ χαρὰν οὔτε πλοῦτος 
ὑπάρχων ὁ μέγιστος οὔθ᾽ ἡ παρὰ τοῖς πολλοῖς τιμὴ καὶ περίβλεψις οὔτ᾽ ἄλλο τι τῶν 










心の平静」（tranquillity and inward serenity）をもたらすという99）。真の信とは「神と摂 
理」（God and Providence）への信である。スミスはストア派の哲学者の言葉を借りて、 
「神と摂理のない世界は住むに値しない」（οὐκ ἔστι ζῇν ἐν τῷ κόσμῳ κενῷ θεῶν καὶ κενῷ 
προνοίας）100）という。「下品で無目的な運命」（a rude and blind fortune）に翻弄され、「こ
の世のどう猛な情欲・情動」（the savage lusts and passions of the world）に虐待される
人生は、最大の不幸である101）。人類の幸福のためには、「宇宙を隅々まで統治し、その中に
いかなる時にでも突発するかの諸混乱を鎮圧する…かの精神・知恵」（that mind and 
wisdom...which governs every part of it, and overrules all those disorders that at any 
time begin to break forth in it）が、どうしても必要である102）。世界から神と摂理を取り
去るなら、それはたちまち「偶然と運、人間たちの気まぐれと情動」（chance and fortune, 
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The Refutation of the Philosophy of Epicurus  
by a Cambridge Platonist
― John Smith, A Short Discourse on Atheism ―
MIKAMI Akira
Abstract
This article deals with A Short Discourse on Atheism delivered by John Smith, a 
Cambridge Platonist (1618-52). In this discourse he picks up the supposedly atheistic 
philosophy of Epicurus which will be a threat to his theistic thought, and attempts to 
refute it by his own arguments. His argumentation is to be to a large degree dependent 
upon the correctness of his understanding of the philosophy of Epicurus. Therefore 
the aim of this article will examine the validity of both his understanding of and his 
refutation of the philosophy of Epicurus.
For this purpose we will examine the following points in accordance with the 
order of the discourse.
1  Smith’s view that “there is a near affinity between atheism and 
superstition.”
2  Smith’s view that “epicurism is but atheism under a mask.”
3  Smith’s citations from Cicero, De finibus bonorum et malorum and from 
Lucretius, De rerum natura.
4  Smith’s understanding and criticism of the chief doctrines of Epicurus 
which include plenum and inane and the movement of atoms.
5  Smith’s strange omission of the consideration of Epicurus’ view of gods.
6  Smith’s view that “Atheism lurks in confinio scientiae et ignorantiae.”
7  Smith’s view that “superstition is more tolerable than atheism.”
8  Smith’s insufficient understanding of Epicurus’ theory of pleasure.
9  Smith’s view that “atheism itself is a most ignoble and uncomfortable 
thing.”
10 Smith’s underestimation of such ethical theories of Epicurus as justice and 
philia.
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The conclusion to be drawn from the above examination will be as follows:
Differently from the stubborn conservatives who had no room to listen to the opinions 
of the opponents, Smith was prepared to understand even the philosophy of Epicurus 
which was regarded as threat to Christianity. This attitude is worth more than a little 
estimation given that in his times the extremist type of Christianity had a sway over 
the society and tried to overcome the opponents by brute force. However it is 
undeniable that his understanding had limitations in that concerning Epicurus’ view of 
gods Smith neither refers to the primary sources nor goes into a deeper investigation 
although his refutation is concerned with Epicurus’ atheism. The same thing can be 
said to Epicurus’ view of pleasure which is a central idea of his philosophy. Smith 
shows no intension to reflect upon it and just gets carried away by a stereotyped view 
of Epicurean idea of pleasure. In addition he should have noted the ethical doctrines 
of Epicurus which would have much in common with his thoughts.
As a whole Smith’s arguments do not seem to have become a valid refutation of 
Epicurus’ “atheism”, while his courage to have challenged the philosophy of Epicurus 
is valuable and should not be underestimated.
